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REMARKS 



/ As will be seen from the discussion below, the rejections of all of the pending 
claims are predicated upon clear errors of fact and, consequently, should be reversed. 
Specifically, in making the rejections, the Examiner is confusing 



In particular, Claim 1 recites that a schema evolver receives a document that 
indicates changes that are to be made to a first XML schema. The schema evolver 
generates a second XML schema based on (a) the first XML schema and (b) the 
document that indicates the changes. 

Thus, Claim 1 is all about generating a new (second) XML schema, and has 
nothing to do with transforming documents that conform to a schema into documents that 
conform to a different schema. 

In contrast, Fox is all about transforming documents that conform to a schema 
into documents that conform to a different schema, and has nothing to do with generating 
a new XML schema. 

Specifically, Fox describes generating an XSLT script to transform documents 
that conform to one schema into documents that conform to a different schema. Fox 
refers to the XSLT script as a "transformation". Fox calls the mechanism that generates 
the XSLT script a transformation generator. Fox states that the "transformation 
generator" is "for generating a transformation from the first schema into the second 
schema" (paragraph [0072], last 4 lines). 



an XML schema, 



with 



a document that conforms to an XML schema. 
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Significantly, Fox doesn't generate the second schema based on the first schema 
and the "transformation." Instead, Fox generates the "transformation" from the first 
schema (the "source data schema") and the second schema (the "target data schema"). 
Because the transformation is generated based on the second schema, the 
"transformation" clearly cannot be generated until the second schema already exists. 
Since the transformation cannot be generated until the second schema already exists, it 
make no sense to say that the second schema is generated based on the transformation. 

Fox describes how this "transformation" is generated as follows: "At step 120, a 
source data schema and a target data schema are imported" (paragraph [0104]). "At step 
180, a transformation is derived for transforming data conforming with the source data 
schema into data conforming with the target data schema" (paragraph [0107]). 

It is clear from this description that the "transformation," which is "for 
transforming data that conforms to the source data schema into data that conforms to the 
target data schema" is "derived" from the source and target data schemas rather than the 
target data schema being derived from the source data schema and the "transformation." 

The errors of fact underlying the Examiner's position have been set forth. There 
are, additionally, numerous places in Fox that are starkly inconsistent with the 
Examiner's interpretation. For example, Fox shows that schema receiver 210 and 
transformation generator 260 receive, as input, both a source data schema and a 
target data schema. Based on this input, transformation generator 260 outputs a 
"derived transformation." 

For another example, paragraph [0050] says that there is "a need for a tool that 
can transform data conforming to a first schema into data that conforms to a second 



OID 2003-058-01 (50277-2237) 



2 



Application No. 10/648,749 

schema." Paragraph [0049] discusses the problem of different companies using different 
existing schemas, and how this problem makes it difficult for these companies to use 
each other's data (because the data conform to different existing schemas). 

For another example, paragraph [0051] says that the "present invention provides a 
method and system for deriving transformations for transforming data from one 
schema to another." It is the transformation that is derived based on the schemas rather 
than a schema being derived based on the transformation. Paragraph [0051] also 
mentions that XSLT script may be generated, and explains that the XSLT script can be 
applied to (a) documents that conform to the source XML schema in order to generate 
(b) documents that conform to the target XML schema. Clearly, the XSLT script 
transforms the documents that conform to the XML schemas rather than the XML 
schemas themselves. 

For another example, paragraph [0061] says, "Given a source XML schema and 
a target XML schema ... an appropriate transformation of source to target XML 
documents is generated." Clearly, the transformation is generated based on the source 
and target XML schemas rather than the target XML schema being generated based on 
the transformation. 

Thus, Fox is virtually brimming with statements that support the Applicants' 
position and undermine the Examiner's position. Because it is predicated upon a clear 
error of fact, the rejection of Claim 1, as well as the rejections of all of the claims that 
depend from Claim 1, should be reversed. 

Additionally, as amended, Claim 12 recites "wherein said one or more database 
object types were generated based on a second XML schema that differs from said first 
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XML schema." The Examiner alleges that Fox discloses this limitation in paragraph 
[0453], lines 8-11, which say: "For example, if the given table column has data type 
VARCHAR2, then the choice of properties may only include properties with target type 
string, or compositions of properties whereby the final property in the composition has 
target type string." The Examiner alleges that the "target type string" is the second XML 
schema, and that "VARCHAR2" is a database object type (Office Action, footnote 4). 

However, "target type string" is not an XML schema in any way. As used in Fox, 
a "string" is a data type that comprises a sequence of one or more characters, as is well 
known in the art. As those skilled in the art are well aware, although an XML schema 
may comprise a "string," the mere fact that an XML schema comprises a "string" does 
not make every "string" an XML schema. Not every string has the qualities that an XML 
schema has. Therefore, the two are not identical or interchangeable. 

Additionally, Claim 12 recites that the "database object types" must have been 
"generated based on" the "second XML schema." Thus, if Fox's "target type string" is 
taken to be analogous to the "second XML schema" of Claim 12, and if Fox's 
"VARCHAR2" is taken to be analogous to the "database object types" of Claim 12, then 
Fox's "VARCHAR2" must have been "generated based on" Fox's "target type string." 
Fox does not indicate that this is the case. Fox does not indicate that "VARCHAR2" 
(alleged "database object types") was "generated based on" any XML schema 
whatsoever. Actually, "VARCHAR2" is a well-known data type that comes built-in to a 
popular database system. Therefore, the Examiner's proposed analogy does not fit the 
method of Claim 12. 
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Because it is predicated upon a clear error of fact, the rejection of Claim 12, as 
well as the rejections of all of the claims that depend from Claim 12, should be reversed. 

In summary, the rejections of all of the pending claims should be reversed, 
because, as shown above, the rejections of all of the pending claims are predicated upon 
clear errors of fact. 
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